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REVISED DRAFT OPERABLE UNIT } REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT,
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNILA

Dear Ms. McFadden:
‘ C
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) bas reviewed the Revised Dm‘aﬁ
Operable Unit 1 Remedial Investigation Repott for Alameda Point, dated September 3, 1998,

i

|

This document is significantly improved over the version on which DTSC commented in April!

1998, These improvements make it easier for the reader (o evaluate site characterization and

of IR site boundaries and re-designation of Operable Units.

buman health and ecological risk assessment. The improvements have also resulted in re\rision!

DTSC has concems about several issues that are not strictly related to QU-1, butwh.it‘.h;

pertain to all operable units (designation of IR site boundaries) or remiediation and transfer
(marsh crust, groundwater, instittiopal contrals). These items are included here for empbasis
and 10 facilitate resolution and continuing our subsiantial progress toward transfer of property.
There remain outstanding and unresolved issues pertaining 1o 8l OUs and, {n particular to
property that the Navy considers non-IR property (Conveyance Parcel A), Although the

investigation of QU1 is an important part of overall evalusation, cleavup, aud transfer of Alameda

Naval Air Station property, DTSC fully expects that the entire facility, fenceline-to-fenceline,
will be evaluated, and that the evaluation will be documented. Basewide PAH contamination
and groundwater contaminstion are rwo issues that must be resolved prior to fival decision

making pursuant to the NCP and property transfer.

California Eavironmentai Protection Apency
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Issues whick pertaia specifically to OU-1 and are of concern to DTSC include the
follawing: (1) characterizaton of Site 15; (2) sclecton of contaminants of concern; (3)
presentation of DTSC risk assessment values; (4) evaluation of sites having a risk exceeding
1X10%; (5) presentation of residential future residential use scenario; (6) evaluation of the weight
of evidence approach for ecological risk assessment; and (7) ecological assessment for potental
funture uses. Detailed comumnents, including those regarding human health and ccological risk
assessment and basewide sitc description, are enclosed. Comments from the California
Deparment of Fish and Game will be forwarded under soparate cover.

If you have any questioos regarding this letter, please contact me at (510)540-3814.
Sincerely,
Ao (sas
Mary Rose Cassa, R.G.

Engineering Geologist
Office of Military Facilities

coclosures

ce: see next page
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cc: Mr. Steve Edde
BRAC Environmenta] Coordinator
950 Mall Square, Building 1, Room 245
Alameda, CA 94501

- Ms. Anna-Marie Cook (SFD-§-2)
Ms. Lynn Sver (SFD-38-2)
U. S. Environmental Protection Apency, Region IX
75 Hawthome Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Mark Rudenpan

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400

Oakland, CA 94612

Ms. Elizabeth Johnson
Alameda Reuse and Redcvelopment Authonty
950 Mall Square =~ -

Alameda, CA 94501

Mr. Ken Xlog

ARC Ecology

833 Market Street, Suite j 107
San Francisco, CA 94103

11 VYW gy pawe gy,
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DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
COMMENTS ON REVISED DRAFT OPERABLE UNIT 1 REMEDIAL
- INVESTIGATION REPORT, ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORN]JA

Geperal Comments

1. Figure 1-2, Base Map: DTSC has raised concerns about the status of seveta] parcels
where a CERCLA removal action is taking place to remove radiological contamination.
The Navy’s documentation of the remova] action refers to IR Sites 1, 2, 5, and 10. During
negotiations regarding cleanup levols fox that reroval action in the vicinity of Buildings
5 and 400, the Navy's team agreed to address any coptamination remaining after the
removal action was completed zs pan of the IR Site 5 (and Site 10) remedial
investigation. DTSC has repeatedly requested that the Navy revise its maps to indicate
that the following parcels or parts thereof are affected by the CERCLA removal action
and are to be addressed in the Site 5 (and Sitc 10) Remedial Investigation: Parcels 23,
26, 28, 30, 50, 51, and 204.

2. Discussions of “background” and “ambient” concentrations: The Navy should be !
copsisicat in using “background” 1o refer to nanrally oceurring concentrations of
inorganic chemicals related to bedrock, and “ambient” to refer 10 concentrations of
inorganic chemicals that are present in fiJl and not related 1o sitc sowrces.

3. Sitc locations: Please check the descriptions of site locations for all sites. Some
descriptions do not make sense with mspect to listed street intersections; some street
names are oot consistent

4. The report lists options to be considered for a risk management decision when the site
risk is between 1x10% and 1x10 as including no further action, institutiona) controls, site
mogpitoring, and remedial action. Institutional controls are a remedial action and must be
documented in a Remedial Action Plan/Record of Decision. Simjlarly, the report states,
“Neither the reuse plan nor EBMUD pian on using groundwater at Alarneda Point as a
saurce of drinking water,” and uses this as a basis for potentially 1aking no cleamap
action. Such & decision must be documented as an institutional control, and a method th
esiblish, monitor, and enforce the control must be identified. '

s The roport contains data that js found in xeports for other Navy environmental programs,
such as the RCRA program. Please ensure that the data are copsistent between Programs.
For example, tank capacitics for Site 7 (page 6-28) are pot consistent with thosa tisted fnr

the site under the RCRA progrem.

6. Sites that are described as being “very distant” from surface water bodies (ie., San
Francipeo Bay) are evaluated by the Navy as hnving a lov probebility shat shemicels \\lrill
be available for aguatic receprors. This evaluation must include stonm dreins as a likely
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conduit 1o the Bay.

7. Data from Environmentsl Baseline Survey: DTSC appreciates the Navy’s incorporation
of EBS data in the site charactcrization. It would belp in evaluating the EBS data in the
coptext of the RI if the EBS summary jacluded the range of depths sampled and if
groundwaeter was sampled.

8. This report documeats the presence of levated concentrations of polyaromatic
hydrocarbons at the Bay Sediment/fill interface that may repesent industrial
contamunation of former subtidal deposit. Thesc deposits are analogous to the Marsh
Crust ideptified at FISCO Alameda Facility/Alameds Annex and cxtcnding as far east as
Moonlight Terrace at Alameda Point. DTSC has already requested that the Navy prepage
a feasibility study 10 screen remedial alternatives for contemination in the marsh crust and
related subtidal deposits, and has encouraged the Navy to address related contamination
st both facilities in one document. The feasibility study would evaluate various remedial
alternatives including no action, soil remaval, and institutional contrel. DTSC foresees!|
that an institutional control in the form of 8 deed restriction would be the likely remedy
for this contamination,

Snecific Comments
L. Section 1.5, page 1-10: The discussion of conveyance should include the dmlopm::m of
o Finding of Saitability to Trancfer.

2. Secticn 2.2, Instailation-Wide Geology, page 2-6: The description of grain.sjze
differentiation relative to hydraulic fill emplacement is effective and irportant in
understanding fate and transport. ,

i Section 2.2, Installation-Wide Geology, page 2-9: The interface of the Bay Sediments and
Fill is described as being marked by “a vegetative layer, peat layer, or a layer with high'
organic content.” Please include a description of the nanre of the “organic content,”
including types of compounds and range of concentrations. This information will be
irnportant in cvaluating the extent of historic contamination that may be selated to marsh
crust and related subtidal dcposits.

4. Section 2.2, Installation-Wide Geology, page 2-32: The text refers to five discrete fill
areas that were initially identified for determining the vaniability in the fill material, but
the list appears to include only four areas,

5. Site 6, page 6-4: The text makes refcrence to previous site history as Alameda Point Air
Terminal. Please provide further information, because this history might help axplamme

dictribution of contamination at the site.
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10.

11.

12,
13.

14.

15.

16,

Site 6, page 6~4: The toxt states that sanitary and storm sewer lines cxit Building 41, and
later states that the building is not tied directly to the sanitary sewer system. Plcase
conect this apparent contradiction.

Site 7: The text should state clearly that Site 7 is under consideration for comective sction

under the Navy’s Underground Storage Tank Program. To state that the site is being
considered for corrective action under the RCRA program is confusing,

Site 7: The Navy Exchange Service Station operated dunng the time that MTBE was
addcd to gasolinc. The report should make ceforence to this chemical as a likely
constituent. and indicate if MTBE is on the Navy’s cumrent List of anelytes for this site.

Sitc 7, page 6-27: The text makes reference to a storm drainage culvert jocated east of the

site. Please indicatc which direction the culvert drains.

Sitc 7, page 6-28: Pleasc identify the 17 borings from the 1987 investigation.

Site 7, page 6-28: The text states, “Low levels ... of PCBs were detected in shallow and
surface soil satoples north of the wraosformer pad™ This information does uot agree with
the information shown cn F[gure 6-2€

Site 7, page 6-29: The text mentions free product identified during previous
invcstigations. Pleasc include the current status of this free product.

Site 7, page 6-39: Pjease inciude how the wells were sclected for determining the
presence of free product using the dual-phase probe.

Site 7, page 6-39: Please explaiﬁ in the text why concentrations in HydroPunch samples
are typically higher than concentratiops in monitoring well saroples.

Site 7, page 6-46, Lead Assessment: The two “hot spats™ of 2180 and 6760 mg/kg may,
represent a siugle package of contaminated soil. This contamisation should be further

investigated,

Site 15: DTSC is concerned abowut the clcvated concentrations of PCBs and lead outsi

the fence that marks the cffective perimeter of the former Alameda Naval Air Station and

the arbitrury north boundary of Site 15, Lead concentrations are ar leasr onc ordey of
magnitude higher than concenwations outside the removal action arca south of the fence.
The highest lead concentration among the cight samples porth of the fence is 954 mg/kf
Similarly, PCB concentrations north of the fence are about an order of magnitude higher
than concentrations outside the removal action area south of the fence. The highest PGB

LTDO 4 s e - & -
LS.

concentration among the eight samples porth of the fonee is 2.7 mg/kg {Aroclor-1260)! 1t

appears that contamination associated with activities at Site 15 hes been remediated, but

LN A A
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1he Navy has not adcqixately characterized contamination existing outside the arhitrary
site boundary, The BCT should evaluate the site history for the area north of the fenee

and determine how 1o proceed.

17.  Site 16, page 6-109: The text descibes the use of the storage yard “before” the large
CANS containers were placed in the yard Pleasc state when the CANS were placed.

18. Site 16, page 6-109 and related figures: The site maps indicate the locations of “former
building 338" and “former building 3388.” Please include these buildings in the site

history,

19.  Site 16, Figure 6-5j: The map showing volatile organic compounds deiccted in
groundwater in the frst water-bearing zone indicates an inferred 1.0 ug/kg contour
northwest (downgradient) of the bit at MWC2-2. At the BCT meeting on October 20, 't]b.c
Navy stated that nearby data points pot included in OU-1 provide the ratiopale for clnsuu.g
this contour. Please include that ratiopale in the report
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MEMORANDUM

T0: Mary Rose Cassa, Project Manager
Office of Miitary Facilites - Berkeley |
700 Heinz, Building F, 2™ Floer
Berkeley, CA 84710

FROM: James M. Pofisini, Ph.D.
Staff Toxicologlat
Muman and Eeoiegical Risk Division (

DATE: October 29, 1998

SUBJECT:  ALAMEDA POINT {NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA)
OPERABLE UNIT {OU) 1 REVISED REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
REPORT
[PCA 14740 SITE 20000447 H:62)

We have reviewed the document titlied OU-1 Remedial invesligation Report Alarneda
Point Revised Drah, daled August 28, 1958 and prepared by HSI GeoTrans of '
Westminster, Colorade. This Remedial Investigation {RI) Report addresses the human
health risk and ecological hazand associgted with contaminants at Sitea 8, 7, 8, 9§ and
98. This review coricantrates on Chapler § and Chaptar 8. which eontain the human
health and ecological sk asaessments as well as Volume D, which contgine the detaijls of
the human health risk assesament. This review is in respense fo your written work

requesl dated September 11, 1958,

The sites contained in Operable Unit (OU) 1 werp changed aftel release of the dran RI
Report for OUY. Thet is the reascn this Rl Report is called 3 Revised Drafi RI Report

General comments

1. Increments! cancer risk is calculated ysing wo different methods, ane cescribed as
the EPA/NAVY melhod and the other as The DTSC method. Tne oifferences in
methoedology sre mainly the vke o Calfornia-specific cancer siops tactors, use of
DTSC-recommended dermal abeorption factors and tse of ofsl eancer siope fatiors
for the inhalation route of exposure in the absehce of inhalation cancer slope factors
in the DTSC methodolegy. As the revised draft Rl Report defaults to the EPAINAVY
methadology for all conclusions, tha DTSC risk manager should be eware that the
incremental canceT risk estimates using the DTEC methedology are greatar than the
estimales based on the EPA/NAVY methodalogy.

2. HERD censidera an incremental eancor rick of 1x10* ga the peint of departure. Sites
with incremental cncer rigk exceqding 1x10° are sandidates for risk management
opticns 5 reduce exposure and therefore reduce sk, The seleclion of the
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Mary Reose Cassa
October 28, 1598

Page 2

1.

options to reduce exposure and therefore reduce risk The selection of the
appropriate remedisl olternatives is besed on the nine balencing criteria ovifined in
the Nitional Contingency Plan (NCP). Discussion of an 'acceptable Hek range' is not
appropriate for an Rl Report and should be ramoved.

The future residentisl use &cenaric is sepsreted from the rmain decument for several
sites and placed in Appendix D. The revised Ri Repont statss that the future
residential use scenafic was performed far some sikes nly becouse it was requested
by some regulstnry spensies. The Alemeda Reuse Plan for each of the seven sreas
of Alameda Paint (Section D.3.2, pages B and 7) includes potenbal residential use for
ail seven areas except the Park/Open Space areas. We recommend the incremental
canesf fisk and non-cancer hazerd for the future residential use scenarlo be included
in the Conclusions ang Recommendations section of Volume | for each site.

Evaluation of the weight of evidence approach far the ecologlcal risk assessment at
OlJ1 Stes would be facilitated by presentation of the eveluation criteria exceeded by
each-contaminant of potentiel concem (COPC) in @ kabuler form. We suggest a table
with the ectlogica) evaluation criteria 2s calumn headings. the COPCs 35 row
headings and s simple designation such as ‘X’ for gach COPC exceeding the
ecclogics! evaluation erileria.

The exclogical assessment for potenbal future uses at several OU1 sites in the RI
Report is based on the pramise that if the pavernent is removed it is doubtiul that
future ecological hebitat would rival existing habitat at the West Beach Landfil
Wetiand and the Runway Wetland. Experience al other closing bases in the San
Francisca Bay Region indicates that wellands are sometimes crezted al closing
bases with land on the bay margin, A wetland Is being developed at Crissy Fieid at
the Presidia of San Frangisco and wetiand ereation is being investigated for Parcel E
at Hunters Point Annex. The multiple criteria used in the Rl Report weight of
evidence approach applied to soils in the ecological sssessment inciude critera which
could be used to evaluate whether future wetiand creation at OU7 sites would pose a
significant ecolegical hazerd, !f the sssessment of future ecological hazard at
Aismeda Point OU1 sites Is not biased on these criterta, but based on a diaparity of
future OU1 habitat relative to existing wetland, sorme means of preventing future
welland crestion at DL sites must be implementad.

Speciiic Commants

Our understanading of the discussion for selecting contaminants of concern (COCs)
from the Jist of CQPCs for the humen health risk 2ssesement is that 3 comparison
could be made Io one-lenth {D.1) the U.S. EPA Region 8 Prefiminary Remediation
Goals {PRGs) aslong as no more than 10 COPCs were eliminated from the list of
COCE, The statement regarding the use of EPA Regich 3 PRGs shoukd be amended
Tt reflect this restriction (Section 5.1.2, page §-5).

The word ‘marine’ is misspelled 'maring’ when discussing potentsl exposure
patnways for manne and estuanne organisms (Section 5.2.2, page 5-21). Pigase
cafrect this typographic erer.

Nztional Oceanic and Atmosphernc Administration (NDAA) Effocts Range-Low (ER-L})
values were not deveinped from avaiable Lowes! Obssryabie Efcet Concentration
{(LOECs). The NOAA ER-L values and Effects Range-Median [ER-M) values were
developed from sediment effect and no-effect measurements collected in the NOAA
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Status and Trends Program. The reference to LOEC values sheuld be mmoued from
the toxt (So:‘ﬂerl 5.24, fsga 5-23).

4, We do not agree with the melhod used to estimate mammalian iasue concentrations
(Bection 524, psge 5-2€ and 5-25). The Navy contractors heve agreed not 1o use
this method in the future based an HERD comments for other Alamede Point sites,
We will niet insist that the methodolady be changed at this lste date, given the mistive
lack of tamestrial hebitat at the OU1 sites discussed in this Revised Rl Repont. Do not
uee this methodology far estimating mamenalian Yssue concentrations i futore
ecologleal risk assas=meants,

§. This discussion of chemical movement in groundweter (Section 5.3.3, page 5-27)
refers to advection and dispersion. Mpvement of non-aqueous phasa liguids (NAPLs)
in groungdwater differs signiicantly from movernent of dissolved mueterials. The te=xt
shoutd indicale either that NAPLS de not occur for OU1 sites or make the distinction
In trenspert mechanlsms. '

6. More than 10 COPCs were sliiminated as COCs based oh 2 comparison to one-tenth
tha EPA Region 9 PRGs (See specific comment number 1). For the zero 1o 10 foot
soil interval (Table $-1b), 11 COPCs were eliminated o Site 6, 13 COPCs were
eliminated for Site 7, 13 COPCs were eliminaled from Site 15 and 17 COPCs were
=liminated from Site 18, This is counler ta our aogreemMent on screening criteric unless
the number of COPCs which are carcinogens of Ron-carGnogens s appraximately
pqual 80 that fewsr than 10 COPCs wems enminated both for earcinogens and nen-
carcinogens. Pleaze provide Some adaitional discussion in the foxt or limit the number
of COPCs eliminated by comparison with one-fenth the EPA Reglan 9 PRGs te 10 or

; lns8.

o

7. MERD will defer i the DTSC Geslogical Sepvices Unit regarding the fate and
transport motel input parsmeters (Table 3-5) chosen o assess groundwater
trensport

B. Conclusicns for alt OU1 Sitea are basea on the EPA/NAVY methudoingy, not the
DTSC methodoiopy (Section B.1.8.1, page 6-15). The DTSC project monwger should
censider thal the incremental cahcer risk calculsted by the DTSC mothadology is
greater thet that calcuiated Using the EPA/NAVY methodoiogy cue mainly o differant
cancer slope tectars and diffsrent dermal absorption facters. Fof example, the
incremental cancer nsk [ICK) for the residental yae or eecupatienal use Ressonable
Maximurm Exposure (RME) at OU1 siles is:

) EFPR/NAVY RME OTEC RME Methodolegy
Muthodology Residential Soll ICR
Residentiai Soil ICR {Total ICR For Sull &
: (Total ICR for Soil & Groundwater)
Groundwater
3 6.8x10° (4.9x1 a"‘j B.&x10°
T 5. 8x10~ (1.9x 107} 1.6x1D9 .
] : 21x10% (3.4210°) 4,3x90"
15° ' 4 7210 4Ex10%
id 7 Ex107 1.2x10%
*xDccupatons)
Scenario
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1D.

1.

Plaswe provide a déurlpﬁon in the tuxt [Seclion 6.1.8.2, page 6-18) of the number af
vitlts and the jotal time spent in Site & reconnaissance for potential ecological

recepiors.

HERD goes not acc-ptthe Agency for Texic Substances and Discase Regictry
{ATSDR) seneral background values fer polycyclic aromatc hydrocarbons (PAHe) of
82 my/kg for heavy molecular welght FAHS and 166 mg/ig for Sight weight Paks
{Section B.1.1C, page E-25) a3 representative of “ambient PAH valuea for Caifornia
solls. Based on Invesligations of town gan siles, a more realistic valua for ‘ombienl
PAKS In banzo{a)pyrene equivaents is 0.2 mpikg to 0.4 me/kg, The upper talerance
limit on the California ‘amtient’ benzo{a)pyrene equivalent coneentration weould ba
approximetely 0.97 mgiyg, We have no objmclion to inchuding a national ‘smbient’
FPAH value in the discussion of the sofl toncentrations, but 3 meore eaksbc Callornin-
spacific tenzo{a)pyrene equivaiont value mus! be mcluded in Mhe discussion,

The siatement that incremental cancer rizk ks within an ‘acxeptable sk range”
(Section £.2.8.1, page 5-4B), even § oppropriate for a Remedial Investigation (R1)

. Report, is not true for the incremental aaneer riak based en DTSC recommendations.

12.

13,

14,

15,

16.

17.

Please amond the text ko cleatly indicate where the incremental cancer risk is in
£3ce6S Of 1x10° fof the DTSC retommended mathodolegy.

HERD would not egres that frequency of delaction tor FARS of 38 perzent for Site 7
could be charscterized ps 'low' (Section 6.2.8.2, page B.48). Fiease amany the text
o indicate that frequency of deinction of PAHS in Sile 7 soil is variable.

Lead i3 characterzed s #°...may be related to activities st Site 7..." (Secton 5.2.8.2,
page 8-51) with @ maxnimum soil concentration of 8760 mylkg in sample BO7A-02.
One page lstor R appoars that °... no ecologles! chemicals of concerm were identified
for Gite 7' {Section 6.2.8.2, page 5-52), Sei lead concontrafions up to 6760 mg/kp
appear t= pose 3 polens) ndverse ecological effect, Please provide mare
justificalion for this conclusisn or amend the text.

Assenic is aithbuted te sources not related to Site 7 activibes (Section 8.2.10, page 6-
58). However, there gppear to be two ‘hot spets’ of elevated arsenic concentration at
Site 7 {Section €.6.7, page 8-54) north of the existing underground storsge tanks
(USTs) ahd sauth of the abandohed USTs. Ploase describe the intended evahstion
for these two Site 7 locations.

Itis unciear why the avarage Site 8 groundwater consentration is discuzsed {Scction
6.3.8.1, page 6-75) in the fato and transport sectian. The required groundwater

conceniration for human heaith risk asseesments is the 55t Upper Cenfidencs Limit
[UCL}) on the mean. Pieasa clarfy the text or use the B5h UCL on the mean for these

comparisons,

The summary abie for iotsl risk ot Site B ingicates the EPA/NAVY rosidential scenario
incrementa) cancer rivk Is 3.3x10°. A rezldentia) scenario incremantal eanser tek of
3,4x10° 18 nQicateo eariier (Section B.3.8.1, page 68-72). This ia most probsbly a
rounding error, Pizase smend either siatament so both are comect end agnee.

A future residential uac scensrie should be included tor Site 15 (Seclion 6.4.3, page
B-8€), unless e Navy wishes to Instite risir management measures 1o rcstncl

HRR7? P.11./17
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futire use of Site 15 to non-residentia) uses. This restriction should also restrict uses
which might expose partioularly sensitive sub-poputations such as children of
extended care facllties for thase of compromisad health,

1B. Please provide additions) information in the text to describe how graundwater can be
'unimpacted’ at Site 15 with a discussion of migration of the potentisl ecological threat
asaccipied with Site 15 groundwater migration to ihe *harbor’ three fines Iater (Section
£.4.3, page 8-86]. These two statements appear to be contradiciory.

15, The R! Report should document, by referense 16 meeting minutes or previous reparts,
the agreement for soil remedial action objectives (RAODS) for Ske 15 of 1 mg/kg for
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and 300 mg/kg for lead (Scetion 6.4.5, page 5-88}).

20. We recommend that the discussien of Site 1S volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
(Saction 8.4.7.1, paga 8-52) in 52i slate st the single detection of 1,4-
" dichlorabenzene and 1,2, 4-trichlorobenzene al £ feel below ground surface (bgs)
indicate that the consentrations wers a minor fraction of their PRGS e indicate the
concentrations were well below risk-dased jevels,

21. HERD is unaware of the ‘Cafifornia Regulations’ referenced in the exclusion of the
futura rezidentis) use szensrio for Site 35 {Section 8.4.8.1, page 6-38). In fact, HERD
has informed the Navy, in previous memoranda, 1hat the Code of California
Regulations (CCR) settion defining the responsibilities of the California Coastal
Commiopion does not preciuse residentinl development. Please include the future
rasidential use scenario human heaitn eglculation of incremental csneer rick and hon-
cancer hezand in the text i Me R Repon 1or Site 15 and remove the vague refersnce
to ‘Cafifornia Regulations’ as exciuding residential development.

22 The discusslon of incremental cancer risk and non<cancer hiazerd associated with the
use of proundwater in 3 fulure resigental use scenatie should be included in the text
of the Rl Report rather than ssgregated in Appendix D [Section 6.4.9.1, page §-87).
Please See specific comment humeer 17 regarding the futwro residential uze scenario
for Sike 15.

23, We apfee that the strip of lano agjacent tw the OCalkdand Inner Hurber agjacent o Site
15 may poss a threal snd should be further evaluaind (Section 6.4.5.2, page 8-103).

24, Tha summaty table for total risk gt Sie 15 indlkcates the EPANAVY ocoupationa)
scahano increments) cancer risk Is 3.8x10* (Secton 8.4.11, poge §-10E). An
orcupationsl scenartio Incremantel cancer risk of ¢.7x10® is Indicatad watlier (Section
6.3.49.1, page 8-36}. Pleasa amend either siat=mont so both sre correct and sgree.

25. Plezse explain the giMersnce in the conceptial site models for Site 15 and 18 which
calt for evaluation of porential groundwater pathwaye for the Site 15 hurnan health risk
assessment (Section 84.11, page 5-106), but sllow polenlisl groundwaeter pathweys
to be considered "Not Applicable’ for Site 16 (Sectien €.6.11, page 8-128). No
groupawaler COLS were cetecieg at She 15, Immodictely after the cummary tble
for She 16 the incremental cancer risk saseclkated with Site 18 groundwater use in »
tutwre resldentia) scencrio is listed as 3,5x40-6.

28. Appendin b - Human Health Risk Assossment

!

reism b mmimsad

HO@7 F.12./17

P = N S



FROM

W/

tEFR WEST

YO0 E4Y by

OCT~30-1996 ©9:X3 FROM DTSC GLENDARLE

LA )

BE@ 244 2974 19588, 11-83 1226

UI3b URP DRMNAGLLI VI wus va Vbowe oo

- -

U B 1D '

Mary Rose Cassa
Octobar 29, 1698

Page 6

27. The expesure paramaters (Tables 0.5.2-1 through 0.5.2-18) were checked at
random and found to be these previously agreed upon,

28. The DTSC detmal absorplion faciors (Table D.5.4-17) were checked and found to
accuretely reflect thooe contained in the DTSC Preliminary Endangerment
Assessment (PEA} Manual

~ 29, The EPA Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) (Table D.5.6-1), extracted from the U.S.

Environmental Frotection Agency (EPA} Integrated Risk Inforrnation Syztern (IRIS),
were checked at random ond found 1o accurately refiect the values contained in IRIS.
The CalEPA CSFa were checked at rantom and were found to accuratoly reflect the
most recent {iating by the Office of Environmenta! Heolth Hazard Assessment

(OEHHA).

30. The non<ardnegeni toxiciy values (Table D.6.6-2) extracted from the U.S. EPA
Region IX PRG tables ware checked at rendam snd found to be scturate with a
single exc=plion., The oral reference dose (RDe) for dialdrin is liated at 5,.0E-04,
whiie the EPA Reglun 9 PR mbie contains an R0e of S.0E-05. The estimate of
non-carcinogenic hazord via ingestien of gieldrin in this fevised RY Report is therefore
ohe order of magniule less than would deveioped vslhg an RDe of 5.0E-DS,

31, Inteke cakuletions, ane the associated non-cancer hazard snd incremental cancer
risk, were checked a( rahdom and we were abls to duplicale the values presented.

Conclusions

The DTSC nsk manager should bs awere thit none of the recommendations contained in
this Rl Repon are tqset oh e DTSC methodology, The DTSC methedology yields
higher estimales of incremental cancer risk than the methodology agplied due malnly 1o
different cancer slope factors ana dermal absarption rates. The DTSC-methedslogy
future residential use scenans incremental cancer risk and non-canesr hazatd should be

incjuded in tha main texi of the revised RI Repart

The current aho Tulure Use ecologkal risk essessment could be strengthened by tabular
presentalion of e evaivalion Criteria and evaluation of petential future wetland erestion.

Reviewed by: Grian K Dawvis, Ph.D.
Sal¥ Toxicelogist, HERD

cc.  Michae| J. Wade, Ph.D., DABT, Senior Taxicologist, OMF Liaison, HERD

Ned Black, Ph.D., BTAG Member
\.S. EPA Region IX,
Superfund Technical Assistance Sucmn (SFD-8-8)

75 Hawthome Strest
San Francisco, Ca 84106

Sussn Gladstone, BTAC Member

San Francises Reglonal Water Quality Control Board
Fedctal Facilites Unit

1515 Clay Straat, Suite 1400

Dakland, CA p4812
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Susan Ellls, BTAG Member

Californis Department of Fieh end Bame
1700 K Street, Sufle 250

P.O. Box 844209

Sacremento, CA 84244-2080

Laurie Sullivan, BTAG Membar
Coastal Resources Coordinaler (H-1-2)
t/o L1.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Mawthoms Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

James Ham, BTAG Member

U.S. Fish and Wilife
Environmantal Contaminanis Saction
3310 El Carrino Avenue, Sulte 13D
Sacraments, TA 85821

" (810) 581-Z853 Voioe

{818) 551-2841 Facairile ,
c\pmpVisiinaseloutar rviced docthal
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~ Jesse R. Huff, Director
10151 Croydon Way, Suite 3
Sacramento, California 95827-2106

Department of Toxic Substances Control | | \l" :

rewiss M EM O R A NDU M Perer M. Rooncy
Govergor ' Sceretary for
. Envitonmental

TO: Mary Rose Cassa _ DATE. 2 Nov. 9§ Protection

pffice of Military Fac111t1es
DTSC Berkeley Office

700 Heinz Ave., Bldg. F, Suite 200
Rerkeley, CA §4710

FROM: MiChW

Geclogic Sexvices Unit
DTSC Sacremento Office
10151 Croydon Way, Suite 3
Sacramenta, CA 95827

SUBJECT: Review of Alameda Naval Air Station OUl Revised Draft |
- RI Report {Report).

Intreductiaon -

The Geologic Services Unit (GSU) was reguested to comment on the
above report for the Alameda Naval Air Station (Site) Operable
Unit 1 (OUl) based on comments previously raised in DTSC
Memorandum of 27 March 98 by Michael Finch ta Mary Rose Cassa on
the Draft Remedial Investlgation (RI) Report. Many of the
technical concerns found in the Draft RI Report were adequately
bandled in the Revised Draft RI Report. Some technical points,
however, remain unresclved as discussed below.

General Commente

First, the single major concern voiced by the GSU involved
delineation of the varicus Site cross sections used in the ,
Report. The GSU was unable to discern the geclogic basis for |
correlation of the varioua lithologic units such as Fill, Bay
Sediments, Merritt Sand, Upper San Antionic, and Lowar San

Antionio. The cross section that best exemplifies these concerns

.1s secticn A-A'. No basis is given in the cross section for
_ dividing the Bay Sediments from the Merritt Sand. Sands tend ta
L =Y dominate the litholegic column both before and after passing fmm

Bay Sediments into Merritt Samd. Close examinatiocn of the boring

California Environmental Pro!ection Agency
& Printed on Recycled Paper
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Alameda Naval Air Station

logs 2lso shed no light on the logic used to delineate between
these two Unite. The logs show nmotations between the units, but
appear to have becen written after the fact in different
handwriting. The Rcport muet provide the technical reasoning and
bagis for lithelogic unit correlation or any conclusions drawn
from the cross sections cannot be of any use in contaminant rate

and transport.

The GSU will ke meeting with Matt Udell of TertaTech (which
prepared the Rcport) onm 13 Nov, 58 to try and resolve the issue
of cross cections used in the Report.

Second, the GSU believes thak the Site is underlain by a complex
maze of intercomnccted or partially disconnected sandy, inter-
fingered layers or gubunits. These coarse-grained sediments can
introduce preferential pathways thar allow for the rapid movemerit
of contamination. The crose sections presented in the report |
shouwld concentrate on petenrial pathways for contamination and
not units cited in geealogic literature.

"’ Detailed Conments

In Table 5-% the Fate and Transport Model Input Parameters use
ground water seepage and f£low ratas far too slow for the
sediments found at the Site. The rate=z should be raised at least
~one ordexr of magnitude to around 0.2 to 0.15 ft/day to account
for preferential pathways through inter-fingered sands.

Recommendation: Re-perform the fate and transport model usihg
nore representative rates for ground water seepage (0.2 to 0.15
ft/day) . :

page 2-85 of the Report states that, Bay Sediments are laterally
continuous in the western and central xegione of the
installation, behaving as a local confining layer. The GSU
remaing unconvinced that the Bay Sediments act as an confining
layer at the Site. Inter-fingered zands are present throughout
the Bay Sediments and can introduce preferential pathways for
contaminaktion transport.

Recommendation: " Remove the claims of confining layver for the
Bay Sediments. [
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Tetra Tech EM Inc.

10670 White Rock Road, Suite 100 « Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 {916) B52-8300 & FAX {916) 852-0307
Qctober 16, 2000

Mr. Lou Ocampo, PE

Remedial Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
BRAC Operations, Southwest Division
1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1100

San Diego, California 92132-5190

Subject: Various Correspondence from Regulatory Agencies for inclusion into the
Administrative Record for the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland
Alameda Faciliey/Alameda Annex, or Alameda Point, Alameda, California CLEAN
Contract No. N62474-94-D-7609, Contract Task Order No. 271

Dear Mr. Ocampo:
Per your request enclosed is one copy of the following correspondence for your files:

s Draft Operable Unit (OU)-1 Remedial Investigation (RI) comments from United States Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA), dated April 10, 1998.

Draft OU-1 RI comments from Department of Toxic Substance Control (1DTSC), dated April 15, 1998.

Revised Draft OU-1 Rl comments from DTSC, dated November 3, 1998.

Revised Draft OU-1 RI comments from EPA, dated November 6, 1998,

EPA Review of Draft Final Marsh Crust Feasibility Study for Alameda Annex and Alameda Naval Air

Station dated February 7, 2000,

¢ DTSC comments on Draft Final Feasibility Study for the Marsh Crust and Groundwater at the Fleet and
Industrial Supply Center, Oakland Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex and for the Marsh Crust and Former
Subtidal Area at Alameda Point dated February 7, 2000.

¢ EPA comments on the Action Memorandum for Marsh Crust Time-Critical Removal Actions at East
Housing Area dated March 14, 2000.

e EPA Review of Public Draft Record of Decisicn/Remedial Action Plan for Marsh Crust and Groundwater
at Alameda Annex and Marsh Crust and Former Subtidal Area at Alameda Point dated July 19, 2000.

Six copies of each correspondence have been forwarded to Ms, Dianne Silva for inclusion into the administrative
record files at Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex or Alameda Point.

If you have any questions, please call me at (916) 8§53-4512.
Sincerely,
P Ve /.%yo

Mark R. Reisig
Project Manager

Enclosure

cc: Ms. Diane Silva, Navy Information Repository (3 copies of each)
File
TC,0271.10613

contains recycled fiber and is recyclable
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- TRANSMITTAL/DELIVERABLE RECEIPT

Contract No. N62474-94-D-7609 Document Control No.  TC. 0271 . 10613
TO: Mr. Richard Selby, Code 02R1 DATE: 10/16/00
Contracting Officer CTO: 0271
Naval Facilities Engineering Command LOCATION:
Southwest Division Alameda Annex, Alameda

1230 Columbia Street, Suite 1100

San Diegg, CA 92132-5190
FROM: ﬁu—q ./q(u/vwvh"‘

Danidl Chow, Program Manager

DOCUMENT TITLE AND DATE:
Various Correspondence from Regulatory Agencies for inclusion into the Administrative Record
for the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex, sy

Alameda Point, Alameda, California. Dated October 16,2000 (These documents are forwarded
to Ms. Diane Silva for inclusion into the Alameda Annex or Alameda Point information repository.)

TYPE: [l Contractual [0  Technical X Other.
Deliverable Deliverable
VERSION:  Final REVISION #: NA
(e.g., Draft, Draft Final, Final)
ADMIN RECGRD: Yes [X No [] CATEGORY: Confidential ]
SCHEDULED DELIVERY PATE: 10/18/00 ACTUAL DELIVERY DATE: 10/18/00

O = original transmittal form
NUMBER OF COPIES SUBMITTED TO NAVY: O/7C/8E C = copy of transmittal form

E = enclosure

COPIES TO: (Include Name, Navy Mail Code, and Number of Copies)
NAVY: TtEMI: OTHER:
L. Ocampo (06CALO) - File/ Doc. Control
O/1E 1C/E
D. Silva (4MG.DS)
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